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~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time maybe available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 February 2004 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)H This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) KI Claim(s) 91-115 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 91-115 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

Claims 91-1 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to the invention. The 
specification is not adequately enabling for the scope of the compounds claimed. 

There is no single compound made, much less tested, that falls within the scope of the 
instant claims. This does NOT give a reasonable assurance that all, or substantially all of the 
compounds, are useful The claims are drawn to an artificial selection of compounds. 

There is no reason why a claim drawn in this way should not be limited to those 
compounds, which are shown to be both new and useful. An Applicant is not entitled to a claim 
for a large group of compounds merely on the basis of a showing that a selected few are useful 
and a general suggestion of a similar utility in the others." Ex parte Lanham, 108 USPQ at 135 
states "It was never intended that a patent be granted upon a product, or a process producing a 
product, unless such product be useful." 

Also, see In re Surrey 151 USPQ 724, regarding sufficiency of a disclosure for a 
Markush group, and MPEP 2164.03 for enablement requirements in cases directed to structure- 
sensitive arts such as the instant pharmaceutical art. Note in Surrey, in which testing done on a 
group of homogeneous compounds having the same core was deemed NOT sufficient to support 
claims to various hetero groups of a much narrower range than is being claimed herein and 
located at only one position in the formula. The instant scope is enormous, in the billions of 
compounds, and there is not a single compound within its scope, which is representative of such 
a scope. See MPEP 2164.03. 
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The issue here is the breadth of the claims in light of the predictability of the art as 
determined by the number of working examples, the skill level of the artisan and the guidance 
presented in the instant specification and the prior art of record. See In re Fisher, All F.2d 833, 
166 USPQ 18 (CCPA 1970), Amgen v. Chugai Pharmaceuticals Co, Ltd., 13 USPQ2d, 1737 
(1990), mdln re Wands, 8 USPQ2d, 1400 (CAFC 1988). In re Wands stated that the factors to 
be considered in determining whether a disclosure would require undue experimentation include 
(1) the quantity of experimentation necessary, (2) the amount of direction or guidance presented, 
(3) the presence or absence of working examples, (4) the nature of the invention, (5) the state of 
the prior art, (6) the relative skill of those in the art, (7) the predictability or unpredictability of 
the art and, (8) the breadth of the claims. 

In re Fisher, 427 F.2d 833, 166 USPQ 18 (CCPA 1970), held that 

"Inventor should be allowed to dominate future patentable inventions of others where 
those inventions were based in some way on his teachings, since such improvements while 
unobvious from his teachings, are still within his contribution, since improvement was made 
possible by his work; however, he must not be permitted to achieve this dominance by claims 
which are insufficiently supported and, hence, not in compliance with first paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 1 12; that paragraph requires that scope of claims must bear a reasonable correlation to 
scope of enablement provided by specification to persons of ordinary skill in the art; in cases 
involving predictable factors, such as mechanical or electrical elements, a single embodiment 
provides broad enablement in the sense that, once imagined, other embodiments can be made 
without difficulty and their performance characteristics predicted by resort to known scientific 
law; in cases involving unpredictable factors, such as most chemical reactions and physiological 
activity, scope of enablement varies inversely with degree of unpredictability of factors 
involved." 

Having established the breadth of the claims, Wands now requires that one consider the number of 
working examples presented in the instant specification. It is noted that there are no examples in 
the instant specification that are embraced by the instant claims. Therefore, one must consider the 
guidance provided by the instant specification and the prior art of record. 
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To practice the instant invention in a manner consistent with the breadth of the claims 
would require a substantial inventive contribution on the part of a practitioner, which would 
involve the determination of the compounds, which would have pharmaceutical activity. 

The closest prior art compounds are disclosed by Arrhenius et al. (US 5,936,065). The 
first compound bridging columns 43 and 44 and the last compound bridging columns 49 and 50 
differ from the instantly claimed compounds by the absence of the instant substituent R a on the Q 
groups. That is, the prior art compounds have hydrogen over the instant alkyl, alkoxy, amino, 
carboxyl, carboxylalkyl, cyano and halo groups on the quinolinyl groups at Q. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bruck Kifle, Ph.D. whose telephone number is 571-272-0668. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mukund J. Shah can be reached on 571-272-0674. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-1235. 
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